The 21st century has been hailed as a time of tremendous change in the world of work (Cascio, 1995; Howard, 1995) . Given the accelerated rate and complexity of changes in the workplace, it is not surprising that there is a large and growing literature on the causes, consequences, and strategies of organizational change (for reviews, see Armenakis & Bedeian, 1999; Porras & Robertson, 1992) . What is surprising, however, is the paucity of research on employee reactions to change. Judge, Thoreson, Pucik, and Welbourne (1999) noted that much of extant theory and research on organizational change takes a macro, or systems-oriented, approach. Accordingly, they and others (e.g., Aktouf, 1992; Bray, 1994; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) have called for a more personfocused approach to the study of organizational change. In this research, we focus on employee commitment and its relation to behavioral support for change initiatives.
Commitment is arguably one of the most important factors involved in employees' support for change initiatives (Armenakis, Harris, & Feild, 1999; Coetsee, 1999; Conner, 1992; Conner & Patterson, 1982; Klein & Sorra, 1996) . Indeed, Conner (1992) described commitment to change as "the glue that provides the vital bond between people and change goals" (p. 147), and according to Conner and Patterson (1982) , "the most prevalent factor contributing to failed change projects is a lack of commitment by the people" (p. 18). Commitment to change has also been incorporated recently into various theoretical models of change. Klein and Sorra (1996) included commitment as a central component in their model of effective innovation implementation in the workplace. Similarly, included commitment as a key variable in their theoretical model of system readiness for change.
Despite its presumed importance, however, little attention has been paid to the definition and measurement of commitment within a change context, and there is virtually no empirical evidence to substantiate the claims made about its effects. Moreover, with few exceptions (e.g., , commitment to change has been viewed as a unidimensional construct. This is in contrast to theory and research pertaining to other workplace commitments, most notably organizational commitment, where commitment is typically considered to be a multidimensional construct (e.g., Meyer & Allen, 1984; O'Reilly & Chatman, 1986) . Therefore, the purpose of the present research was to propose and evaluate a multidimensional conceptualization of commitment to change and to examine the relations between different forms of commitment and employees' behavioral support for change initiatives. The research was guided by a general model of workplace commitment developed by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) -a model based on Allen's (1991, 1997 ) three-component model of organizational commitment. In the following sections, we briefly describe the three-component model, how it has been adapted to explain workplace commitments more generally, and how this general model was used to guide the present research.
differences enables researchers to make more precise predictions about the impact of commitment on behavior (Meyer & Allen, 1997) . In their three-component model of organizational commitment, Meyer and Allen (1991; conceptualized commitment as a psychological state, or mind-set, that increases the likelihood that an employee will maintain membership in an organization. They used the labels affective commitment (desire to remain), continuance commitment (perceived cost of leaving), and normative commitment (perceived obligation to remain) to differentiate among commitments characterized by different mind-sets and argued that employees can experience varying combinations of all three mind-sets simultaneously. Together, the measures of the three mind-sets reflect what they referred to as an employee's commitment profile.
Although all three components of organizational commitment reduce the likelihood that employees will leave the organization, perhaps the most important reason for distinguishing among them is that they can have quite different implications for on-the-job behavior. Meyer and Allen (1991) argued that employees who want to remain (affective commitment) are likely to attend work regularly, perform assigned tasks to the best of their ability, and do little extras to help out. Those who remain out of a sense of obligation (normative commitment) may do likewise only if they see it as a part of their duty, or as a means of reciprocation for benefits received. In contrast, employees who remain primarily to avoid costs (continuance commitment) may do little more than is required to maintain employment. Empirical research provides support for the three-component model, including predictions about differential behavioral implications for affective, continuance, and normative commitment (see Allen & Meyer, 1996; and Meyer, Stanley, Herscovitch, & Topolnytsky, in press, for reviews).
Commitment to Change: Application of a General Model of Workplace Commitment Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) argued that the three-component model should be applicable to the study of other forms of workplace commitment. Indeed, there is preliminary evidence that the model applies to occupational commitment (Irving, Coleman, & Cooper, 1997; Meyer, Allen, & Smith, 1993; Vandenberghe, Bentein, & Stinglhamber, 1999) . To facilitate its application to other workplace targets, however, Meyer and Herscovitch proposed some minor adjustments to the model. First, they provided a more general definition of commitment that can be adapted to any workplace commitment scenario and can be used to guide the development of measures. Second, they identified two distinct forms of commitment-relevant behavior and outlined a set of propositions concerning how behavior might be influenced by (a) the different components of commitment, individually and in combination; and (b) commitments to multiple foci (targets). In the following sections, we briefly describe these modifications and explain how they were applied in the current research. Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) argued that the "core essence" of commitment should be the same regardless of the target of that commitment. On the basis of a review of existing definitions, they suggested that commitment, in general, can be defined as "a force [mind set] that binds an individual to a course of action of relevance to one or more targets." Following Meyer and Allen (1991) , they argued that this force, or mind-set, can take different forms: desire (affective commitment), perceived cost (continuance commitment), or obligation (normative commitment). Consequently, for purposes of the present research, we defined commitment to change as a force (mind-set) that binds an individual to a course of action deemed necessary for the successful implementation of a change initiative. The mind-set that binds an individual to this course of action can reflect (a) a desire to provide support for the change based on a belief in its inherent benefits (affective commitment to change), (b) a recognition that there are costs associated with failure to provide support for the change (continuance commitment to change), and (c) a sense of obligation to provide support for the change (normative commitment to change). That is, employees can feel bound to support a change because they want to, have to, and/or ought to. We argue that these mind-sets can be measured and shown to be distinguishable from one another, and from mind-sets relating to other workplace commitments, most notably commitment to the organization itself. Therefore, we hypothesized the following:
Defining Commitment
Hypothesis 1a: Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to change are measurable constructs that can be distinguished from one another.
Hypothesis 1b: Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to change are distinguishable from affective, continuance, and normative commitment to the organization.
The Behavioral Consequences of Commitment
One of the modifications required to make the three-component model more widely applicable was a reconceptualization of the behavioral consequences of commitment. In its earlier applications to organizational and occupational (Meyer et al., 1993) commitment, the primary outcome of interest was retention (turnover), although other (secondary) outcomes (e.g., attendance, job performance, organizational citizenship behavior [OCB]) were also considered. When considering commitment to other targets in the workplace (e.g., goals, policies, change initiatives), however, retention is typically not the outcome of primary interest. Therefore, in developing a more general version of the model, Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) made a distinction between focal and discretionary commitment-relevant behavior. Focal behavior is that course of action to which an individual is bound by his or her commitment (e.g., remaining with the organization), whereas discretionary behavior includes any course of action that, although not specified within the terms of the commitment, can be included within these terms at the discretion of the individual (e.g., exerting extra effort). Commitment, regardless of its form (affective, continuance, or normative), should lead to the enactment of the focal behavior. The extent to which employees engage in discretionary behavior, however, should depend on the mind-set that accompanies this commitment (i.e., desire, cost, obligation).
For purposes of the present research, the focal behavior for commitment to change is compliance with explicit requirements for change. Failure to comply is considered a form of resistance. Discretionary behavior can take a variety of different forms. We use the term cooperation to refer to behaviors that involve going along with the spirit of the change and require modest sacrifices. Behaviors that require considerable personal sacrifice or are intended to promote the value of the change to others inside or outside the organization are considered to be forms of championing. On the basis of these distinctions, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 2a: Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to change would correlate positively with the focal behavior (compliance with the requirements for change).
Hypothesis 2b: Only affective and normative commitment to change would correlate positively with discretionary behavior (cooperation and championing). Continuance commitment to change would be unrelated, or negatively related, to discretionary behavior.
Commitment to Multiple Foci
An important development in the commitment literature is the recognition that employees can become committed to many different work-related foci (e.g., supervisors, teams) in place of, or in addition to, the organization itself (e.g., Becker, 1992; Reichers, 1985) . Indeed, a basic assumption underlying Meyer and Herscovitch's (2001) general model of workplace commitment is that, in certain situations, it could be advantageous to study and measure commitment to these more specific targets. A number of researchers (e.g., Becker, 1992; Becker & Billings, 1993; Becker, Billings, Eveleth, & Gilbert, 1996; Meyer et al., 1993) have demonstrated that the prediction of behavior is improved when commitment to multiple foci are considered, but that the best predictor tends to be the target-relevant commitment. Consequently, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 3: Both commitment to change and organizational commitment would be related to change-relevant behavior, but commitment to change would account for a greater percentage of the variance in behavioral support for a change than would organizational commitment.
The Combined Influence of Commitment Components
Although most research has focused on relations between individual commitment components and various outcome measures, Meyer and Allen (1991) argued that the three components should combine to influence behavior. Indeed, they suggested that we could gain a greater understanding of commitment-related behavior if we consider employees' commitment profiles. On the basis of this reasoning, and the results of the few studies that have examined interactions among the component measures (e.g., Jaros, 1997; Randall, Fedor, & Longenecker, 1990; Somers, 1995) , Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) provided predictions about how the components of commitment should interact to influence behavior. They also predicted how the behavior of employees with varying commitment profiles should differ.
One basic prediction made by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) is that the strength of the relation between any one component of commitment and commitment-relevant behavior will be greater when the other components are weak than when they are strong. The reason for this is that when other forms of commitment are strong, the behavior will occur even when the commitment of interest is weak, thereby attenuating the correlation between the commitment of interest and behavior. This is particularly true in the case of the focal behavior given that, by definition, any one of the three commitment components should be sufficient to produce the behavior. Therefore, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 4: The relation between any one component of commitment to change and compliance would be stronger when the other components are weak than when they are strong. Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) also made predictions concerning the probability that employees with different commitment profiles would engage in focal and discretionary behavior. Specifically, they argued that as long as one form of commitment is strong there is a high probability that employees will engage in the focal behavior. The probability that employees will engage in discretionary behavior will be low when continuance commitment alone is strong, but relatively high when affective commitment alone is strong. Moreover, because continuance commitment involves an awareness of constraints on behavior, they argued that the potential positive impact of strong affective commitment might be weakened when combined with strong continuance commitment. Indeed, when individuals perceive that they have to do something that they would normally want to do, they may be less likely to follow through on their commitment than if the constraints were not present. Although normative commitment alone was expected to increase the probability that an employee would engage in discretionary behavior, Meyer and Herscovitch suggested that the probability might not be as great as when affective commitment alone is strong because, like costs, obligations can be viewed as constraining.
In this study, we tested these predictions by asking employees to describe their change-relevant behavior on a continuum ranging from active resistance through compliance to championing (see Method section for details). Specifically, we hypothesized the following:
Hypothesis 5a: Employees would describe themselves as complying with the requirements for change as long as at least one component of commitment to change is strong.
Hypothesis 5b: Employees with strong affective or normative commitment would describe themselves as going beyond compliance (i.e., cooperating with, or championing the change), whereas those with strong continuance commitment would not.
Hypothesis 5c: Continuance commitment would temper the likelihood that employees would engage in discretionary forms of support behavior, particularly for employees with strong affective commitment.
The Present Research
We conducted three studies to assess whether the threecomponent model (Meyer & Allen, 1991 , 1997 would generalize in the context of commitment to change, as predicted by Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) . We conducted a laboratory simulation study as a first step in the development of commitment-to-change measures and as a preliminary test of our hypothesis that the three components of commitment to change are distinguishable from one another (Hypothesis 1a). We then conducted two crosssectional survey studies with hospital nurses to evaluate the measures further and to test hypotheses derived from the general model. In Study 2, we tested all five hypotheses. In Study 3, we tested Hypotheses 1, 3, and 5.
Study 1

Method
Design and Participants
This study was conducted as a 2 (high-vs. low-affective commitment) ϫ 2 (high-vs. low-continuance commitment) ϫ 2 (high-vs. lownormative commitment) between-subjects design. Participants read one of eight vignettes that described a hypothetical employee's experience with a change initiative in his or her organization, and then they responded to a survey as they believed the employee would respond. Affective, continuance, and normative commitment to change, respectively, were manipulated by describing the extent to which the employee (a) believed that the change was valuable, (b) perceived that failing to go along with the change would be costly, and (c) felt an obligation to go along with the change. The sample consisted of 224 undergraduate students (74 men, 148 women, 2 nonresponses) from various psychology classes. The average age of participants was 22 years. Almost all (97%) had some work experience, and 39% were employed at the time of the study.
Measures
Commitment to change. Twenty-two items were written to measure commitment to change: seven items assessed affective commitment (e.g., "I believe in the value of this change"), seven items assessed continuance commitment (e.g., "I have no choice but to go along with this change"), and eight items assessed normative commitment (e.g., "I would feel guilty about opposing this change"). Responses were made using a 7-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree).
Results
To test the hypothesis that affective, continuance, and normative commitment to change are distinguishable constructs (Hypothesis 1a), we conducted a principal-axis factor analysis with oblimin rotation on the commitment-to-change items. We then formed composite scales based on the results of this analysis and examined the correlations among the scale scores. Finally, we conducted 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 analyses of variance (ANOVAs) to determine whether scores on the affective, continuance, and normative commitmentto-change measures were influenced as expected by the manipulation of information in the vignettes.
The factor analysis yielded three factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.0, as expected. With the exception of two items, all items loaded highest on the appropriate factor and had loadings that exceeded .5. In addition, there were two items that, despite loading highest on the appropriate factors, had high loadings on other factors. Reanalysis without these four items yielded three clear factors reflecting affective, continuance, and normative commitment (see Table 1 ). These factors accounted for 67.8% of the common variance. Correlations among the factors were modest: the Affective Commitment factor correlated Ϫ.03 (ns) with the Continuance Commitment factor and .24 with the Normative Commitment factor ( p Ͻ .01). The Continuance and Normative Commitment factors correlated .41 ( p Ͻ .01).
Alpha coefficients for the six-item Affective, Continuance, and Normative Commitment to Change Scales were .94, .94, and .86, respectively. Correlations among the unit-weighted scale scores were similar to those between the factors. Affective and Continuance Commitment were unrelated (r ϭ Ϫ.05, ns). Normative Commitment, however, correlated significantly with both Affective (r ϭ .26, p Ͻ .01) and Continuance Commitment (r ϭ .38, p Ͻ .01). The 2 ϫ 2 ϫ 2 ANOVAs revealed strong main effects of each manipulation on the relevant scale score (see Table 2 ). The manipulations of affective, continuance, and normative commitment, respectively, accounted for 72, 76, and 62% of the variance in the corresponding scale scores. Significant crossover effects were also observed, but the variance accounted for was considerably smaller-the largest percentage of variance explained was 13% for the effect of the continuance commitment manipulation on normative commitment.
Study 2
Method Participants and Procedure
Questionnaires were mailed to 600 registered nurses selected at random from the membership of a large nursing association. In total, 157 questionnaires were returned with usable data, for a response rate of 26%. Ninety-eight percent of participants were women, and 73% worked full time. Participants ranged in age from 44 to 71 years, with a mean age of 54 years. Average organizational tenure was approximately 21 years. Participants were asked to describe a recent or ongoing organizational change that had an impact on the way they perform their jobs and to respond to a series of questions pertaining to their perceptions of, and behavioral reactions to, the change. Typical changes described by participants included mergers of departments, new technology, modifications to shift-work, and the hiring of health-care aids.
Measures
Commitment to change. The survey included the same 22 items as in Study 1.
Behavioral support for the change. Two types of measures were developed to assess employees' behavioral support for a change initiative. The first measure was a 101-point behavioral continuum constructed to reflect a range of resistance and support behavior. Anchor points along the continuum were labeled from left to right as active resistance, passive resistance, compliance, cooperation, and championing. A written description of each of the anchors was provided. Active resistance was defined as demonstrating opposition in response to a change by engaging in overt behaviors that are intended to ensure that the change fails. Passive resistance was defined as demonstrating opposition in response to a change by engaging in covert or subtle behaviors aimed at preventing the success of the change. Compliance was defined as demonstrating minimum support for a change by going along with the change, but doing so reluctantly. Cooperation was defined as demonstrating support for a change by exerting effort when it comes to the change, going along with the spirit of the change, and being prepared to make modest sacrifices. Championing was defined as demonstrating extreme enthusiasm for a change by going above and beyond what is formally required to ensure the success of the change and promoting the change to others. Participants placed a slash through the portion of the continuum that best represented their reaction to the change initiative that they described. Scores from 0 to 20 corresponded to active resistance, scores from 21 to 40 corresponded to passive resistance, scores from 41 to 60 corresponded to compliance, scores from 61 to 80 corresponded to cooperation, and scores from 81 to 100 corresponded to championing.
Second, we created a set of multiitem scales intended to reflect compliance (three items), cooperation (eight items), and championing (six items). Each scale was comprised of behavioral items that corresponded to our conceptualizations of compliance (e.g., "I comply with my organization's directives regarding the change"; "I accept role changes"), cooperation (e.g., "I am tolerant of temporary disruptions and/or ambiguities in my job"; "I try to keep myself informed about the change"), and championing (e.g., "I try to overcome co-workers' resistance toward the change"; "I speak positively about the change to outsiders").
1 Participants indicated the extent to which they agreed or disagreed with each item using 7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Alpha coefficients for the cooperation (.85), and championing (.90) measures demonstrated acceptable levels of internal consistency. Although the interitem correlations were all positive and significant, the alpha coefficient for the Compliance scale was weak (.49). Analyses involving this measure, therefore, should be interpreted with some caution.
Organizational commitment. A version of Allen and Meyer's (1990; Meyer et al., 1993) Affective, Continuance, and Normative Commitment Scales (modified by J. Meyer, I. Barak, and C. Vandenberghe) was used. The three scales included 9, 10, and 9 items, respectively, and responses were made on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). Alpha coefficients for the three scales were .91, .87, and .90, respectively.
Control variables. Given that participants were from different hospitals and experienced different types of organizational changes, we included two change-relevant control variables in our analyses. The first was a single-item measure (change significance) that assessed respondents' perceptions of how significant the change was for their organization (1 ϭ minor, 7 ϭ extremely major). The second control variable was a three-item measure (change impact) used to assess respondents' perceptions of the effect of the change on their job performance, organizational climate, and 1 An attempt to verify the factor structure of these items using principalaxis factor analysis with oblimin rotation failed to yield the expected three factors. Rather, the analysis produced a large first factor and, when more than one factor was extracted, the solution was difficult to interpret. Factor analysis, however, may not be an appropriate analysis to conduct given the nature of the constructs. Because individuals who engage in championing behaviors are also likely to be cooperative and to comply with behavioral requirements, there are dependencies among the items that preclude detection of a clean three-factor structure. Therefore, we combined items to form Compliance, Cooperation, and Championing Scales based on an intuitive judgment of construct-relevance. 
Results
Hypothesis 1
To test the hypothesis that the three components of commitment to change are distinguishable from one another (Hypothesis 1a) and from the three components of organizational commitment (Hypothesis 1b), we conducted confirmatory factor analyses with Amos (Arbuckle, 1999) . Fit was assessed with the root-meansquare error of approximation (RMSEA; Steiger, 1989 ) and the expected cross-validation index (ECVI; Browne & Cudeck, 1989) . Both indexes have been recommended for evaluation of maximum likelihood solutions (Fabrigar, Wegener, MacCallum, & Strahan, 1999 ). An advantage of both is the availability of confidence intervals. RMSEA is an estimate of the discrepancy between the model and the data adjusting for degrees of freedom. Values less than .05 reflect good fit and values above .10 reflect poor fit (Steiger, 1989) . ECVI is an estimate of how well the solution obtained with one sample will generalize to other samples. There are no clear guidelines for interpretation, but the index can be used in making comparisons among alternative models-smaller values indicate greater likelihood of generalization. Fit indexes for the different models tested in this analysis are reported in Table 3 .
Fit to the data was better when analyses were conducted with the 18 commitment-to-change items selected in Study 1 than with the original 22 items. Therefore, all subsequent analyses were conducted with the 18 items (6 items/scale). In support of Hypothesis 1a, the three-factor model fit the data well and better than any of the other models-for all other models, the RMSEA was greater than .10, indicating poor fit. All items had significant loadings on the appropriate factor. As expected, the factors were correlated. Affective commitment correlated Ϫ.24 with continuance commitment and .68 with normative commitment; the correlation between continuance and normative commitment was .36. Scale scores created by unit-weighting items from the three factors yielded a similar pattern of correlations (Ϫ.26, .59, and .24, respectively To test Hypothesis 1b, we used Amos to test the fit of a six-factor model and compared it with models in which corresponding components of commitment to change and commitment to the organization were combined. Because the sample was relatively small, we reduced the number of parameters to be estimated by combining items to create three indicators for each latent variable. The six-factor model fit the data well and better than any of the other models (see Table 3 ). However, the model in which the Continuance Commitment Scales were combined also fit the data moderately well. Not surprisingly, therefore, the correlation between the two Continuance Commitment factors in the sixfactor model was quite high (.78). The across-foci correlations involving Affective and Normative Commitment factors were quite modest (.22 and .36, respectively) . Within foci, affective and normative commitment had the strongest correlations (.65 for commitment to change and .60 for organizational commitment). Together, these findings provided reasonable support for Hypothesis 1 and justified the use of the commitment-to-change measures (six items per commitment scale) to test the remaining hypotheses. The means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliabilities for all of the study variables are reported in Table 4 .
Hypothesis 2
We hypothesized that all three components of commitment to change would correlate positively with compliance (Hypothesis 2a), but that only affective and normative commitment would correlate positively with cooperation and championing (Hypothesis 2b). To test this hypothesis, we examined the pattern of correlations between the commitment-to-change variables and the multiitem compliance, cooperation, and championing measures. As Note. AC ϭ affective commitment; CC ϭ continuance commitment; NC ϭ normative commitment; CI ϭ confidence interval; RMSEA ϭ root-mean-square error of approximation; ECVI ϭ Expected Cross-Validation Index.
can be seen from the pattern of correlations, reported in Table 4 , all three forms of commitment correlated significantly and positively with compliance, as expected. Also, consistent with our prediction, only affective and normative commitment correlated significantly with cooperation and championing.
Hypothesis 3
To test the hypothesis that commitment to change would account for a greater percentage of the variance in behavioral support for a change than would organizational commitment, we conducted hierarchical multiple regression analyses using the behavioral continuum as the dependent variable. We varied the order in which the Commitment to Change and organizational commitment scales were entered into the regression equation to assess the incremental variance accounted for by each set. In both cases, we entered the control variables in Step 1. The results are reported in Table 5 . As expected, both commitment to the organization and commitment to change made significant contributions to prediction, but the increment was greater when commitment to change was entered after organizational commitment (⌬ adjusted R 2 ϭ .21 vs. .04). Interestingly, despite the high correlation between affective and normative commitment to change, both variables made significant independent contributions to the prediction of support.
Hypothesis 4
To test the hypothesis that the components of commitment to change would interact to influence compliance, we conducted moderated multiple regression analyses using the compliance measure as the dependent variable. After entering the control variables in Step 1, we entered the commitment-to-change variables in
Step 2, the two-way interaction terms in Step 3, and the three-way interaction term in Step 4. Following recommendations by Aiken and West (1991) , the commitment measures were centered by subtracting the mean, and the interaction terms were created by multiplying the centered values. The results of this analysis are reported in Table 6 . Including the three-way interaction did not contribute significantly to prediction and, therefore, the results for
Step 4 are not reported. The interaction between affective and continuance commitment was significant, providing partial support for our hypothesis (see Figure 1 ). There were no significant interactions involving normative commitment.
Hypothesis 5
To test the hypothesis that employees with varying commitment profiles would describe their change-related behavior differently, we created subgroups with different commitment profiles by performing median splits on the three Commitment to Change Scales. We then compared the mean scores of these profile groups on the continuum measure by conducting a one-way ANOVA, followed by post hoc comparisons of means (Bonferonni t tests; see Figure  2 ). There were not enough individuals in two of the profile groups (the high-affective, high-continuance, and low-normative commitment group; the low-affective, low-continuance, and highnormative commitment group) to be included in the analysis. Therefore, we conducted the analyses with the remaining six groups. The one-way ANOVA revealed a significant difference in means across the six profile groups, F(5, 126) ϭ 18.19, p Ͻ .01. We refer to any group that is high in only one form of commitment but low in the remaining two forms of commitment as a pure commitment group. In partial support of our prediction that employees would describe themselves as complying with the change as long as one component of commitment is strong (Hypothesis 5a), we found that the means for the pure-continuance commitment group (54.17) and the pure-affective commitment group (75.69) exceeded 40 on the continuum-we did not have sufficient data to assess the mean for the pure-normative commitment group. Consistent with the prediction that employees with strong affective or normative commitment would describe themselves as going beyond compliance (Hypothesis 5b), the mean scores for all groups involving high-affective commitment, high-normative commitment, or both fell within the cooperation range of the continuum or higher (i.e., above 60). We also obtained some evidence for the predicted tempering effect of continuance commitment (Hypothesis 5c). Although not significantly different, the mean score for the group with high-affective, high-normative, and high-continuance commitment (72.5) was lower than that of the corresponding group with low-continuance commitment (77.7). An unexpected finding was that the "uncommitted" group (i.e., low-affective, low-continuance, and low-normative commitment group) had a mean score (49.7) that, although lower than the rest, fell within the compliance range of the continuum.
Study 3
We conducted Study 3 as a partial replication of Study 2. Data for this study were collected as part of a larger project, and to keep the survey to a reasonable length, we included only the behavioral continuum as an outcome measure. Consequently, we only tested Hypotheses 1, 3, and 5 in this study.
Method Participants and Procedure
Questionnaires were mailed to 400 registered nurses selected at random from the membership of the same nursing association as in Study 2. In total, 108 questionnaires were returned with usable data, for a response rate of 27%. Ninety-nine percent of participants were women, and 73% were employed full time. Participants ranged in age from 48 to 66 years, with a mean age of 54 years. Average organizational tenure was approximately 24 years. As in Study 2, participants were asked to describe a recent or ongoing organizational change that affected the nature of their jobs and to respond to a series of questions pertaining to their perceptions of, and behavioral reactions to, the change. The types of changes described were similar to those described by participants in Study 2.
Measures
We used the revised six-item versions of the affective, continuance, and normative commitment-to-change measures developed in Studies 1 and 2. All of the remaining measures (i.e., behavioral continuum, organizational commitment, change significance, change impact) were the same as those in Study 2. Means, standard deviations, and alpha coefficients for these measures are reported in Table 7 .
Results
Hypothesis 1
To test the hypothesis that the three components of commitment to change are distinguishable from one another and from the three components of organizational commitment, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses using Amos. Again, because of the small sample size, we combined items to create three indicators for each of the six latent variables. The six-factor model fit the data moderately well and was the only model tested in which the RMSEA index (.091) was below .10. The pattern of correlations among the latent variables was similar to that obtained in Study 2. Affective and normative commitment had the strongest correlations within foci (.58 for commitment to change and .78 for organizational commitment). Across foci, the strongest correlation was between continuance commitment to the organization and continuance commitment to change (.64). The correlations across foci between the affective and normative components of commitment were modest (.12 and .22, respectively). These findings provided additional support for Hypotheses 1a and 1b.
Hypothesis 3
We conducted hierarchical multiple regression analyses to test the hypothesis that commitment to change would account for a greater proportion of the variance in behavioral support for the change than would organizational commitment. The results are reported in Table 8 . As expected, although both contributed to prediction on their own, commitment to change contributed more unique variance to the prediction of behavioral support for the change than did commitment to the organization (⌬ adjusted R 2 ϭ .24 vs. .00).
Hypothesis 5
We used the same procedures as in Study 2 to test the hypothesis that employees with varying commitment profiles would report different levels of support behavior. A one-way ANOVA revealed a significant difference across the eight profile groups, F(7, 97) ϭ 9.80, p Ͻ .01. (see Figure 3) . As in the previous study, the results provided support for the prediction that any one form of commitment alone would lead minimally to compliance (Hypothesis 5a). The mean for the pure-continuance commitment group (44.1) fell in the range reflecting compliance, while the means for the pure-affective (77.7) and pure-normative (73.0) commitment groups fell within the range of scores reflecting cooperation. As in Study 2, however, the mean for the "uncommitted" group (41.6), although lower than the rest, also fell within the compliance range. Consistent with Hypothesis 5b, all groups involving high-affective or high-normative commitment had mean scores that fell within the cooperation range of the continuum or higher (i.e., above 60). Finally, although the differences were not significant, the pattern of means was consistent with the predicted tempering effects of continuance commitment (Hypothesis 5c). Specifically, in all groups where affective commitment was high, mean scores were higher when continuance commitment was low than when it was high. This tempering effect of continuance commitment on affective commitment was particularly apparent when normative commitment was low (58.6).
General Discussion
This research constitutes the first attempt to test Meyer and Herscovitch's (2001) general model of workplace commitment. Our results provide fairly strong support for the predictions made in this model-most notably, they provide evidence for the generalizability of Allen's (1991, 1997 ) three-component model of commitment to the study of employee commitment to an organizational change. Indeed, we demonstrated that (a) the three components of commitment to change are distinguishable, albeit related, and that they are generally distinguishable from the components of organizational commitment; (b) commitment to change contributes over and above organizational commitment to the prediction of employees' self-reported behavioral support for change; (c) all three components of commitment to change correlate positively with compliance with the requirements of a change, but only affective and normative commitment correlate positively with cooperation and championing; and (d) the prediction of behavior can be improved by considering the additive and interactive effects of the components of commitment, most notably affective and continuance commitment.
Although our hypotheses were generally supported, there were two findings that were unexpected. First, the relation between continuance commitment to change and continuance commitment to the organization was stronger than expected. This finding might be an indication that the two constructs are not clearly distinguishable. Alternatively, it might simply reflect the fact that failure to comply with requirements for change could result in the loss of one's job and the costs that that would entail. Future research will help to determine to what extent these constructs are redundant and whether there are conditions under which they can be more easily differentiated.
A second unexpected finding in both Studies 2 and 3 was that uncommitted individuals reported a general willingness to comply with changes in their organizations. A possible explanation for this is that, even in the absence of commitment, employees might be reluctant to resist a change unless they view it as having serious negative consequences for themselves, for others, or for the organization. In addition, there are likely to be other factors that discourage employees from resisting a change, including their commitments to other constituencies in the organization (e.g., supervisors, coworkers). It is noteworthy, however, that uncommitted individuals tended to report the lowest levels of support of all the commitment subgroups examined in this research.
Implications for Change Management and Research
In the present research, we demonstrated that a multidimensional model of commitment to change based on Allen's (1991, 1997 ) three-component model has advantages similar to those that have been demonstrated in the organizational commitment literature. That is, our ability to predict employees' change-related behavior is improved by considering the additive and interactive effects of the three components of commitment. Although there are limits to what we can conclude on the basis of this initial investigation, our findings have potentially important implications for change management. The primary message is that not all forms of employee commitment to change are equal. Although commitment, regardless of its form, may lead to minimum compliance with specified requirements for behavior changes, affective and normative commitment are likely to be required to ensure a willingness to work cooperatively with others, to exert extra effort to achieve the objectives of the change, or to serve as a champion of change. Whether mere compliance is sufficient will depend on how clearly the requirements for change can be spelled out, how closely behavior can be monitored, and how effectively management can tie rewards to desired behavior. Given that effective implementation of change often involves some trial and error, that reductions within the managerial ranks often require greater employee autonomy, and that it is often difficult to monitor and reward desired behavior, it is very likely that mere compliance will not be sufficient.
In light of this evidence linking commitment to change-relevant behavior, a logical next question is: How does commitment to change develop? Despite the lack of research on the development of commitment to change per se, we can make inferences from the broader workplace commitment literature. Indeed, based on this literature, Meyer and Herscovitch (2001) speculated that there are several core processes involved in the development of affective, continuance, and normative commitment regardless of the specific target of the commitment. Specifically, they argued that affective commitment develops when individuals become involved in, recognize the value relevance of, or derive their identity from, association with an entity or pursuit of a course of action. Continuance commitment develops when an individual stands to lose investments or perceives that there are no alternatives other than to pursue a course of action. Finally, normative commitment develops through socialization, the receipt of benefits that induces a need to reciprocate, or acceptance of the terms of a psychological contract.
To the extent that these mechanisms operate in the case of commitment to change, any implementation strategy can be evaluated in terms of the likelihood that it invokes a particular mechanism. Many of the most widely recommended strategies for the implementation of change (e.g., training, participation, and empowerment) are likely to increase involvement, value relevance, or identification, and therefore foster affective commitment. Normative commitment is likely to develop when employees see the organization as meeting its obligations to them and view cooperation with change initiatives as a way in which they can reciprocate. Other strategies, such as rewards for compliance and punishment for noncompliance might, in isolation, contribute to the development of continuance commitment. At this point, however, these are merely hypotheses that need to be tested empirically.
The present research also helps to address the need for a more person-oriented focus in the study of change (Aktouf, 1992; Bray, 1994) . It is only recently that researchers have begun to examine employees' psychological reactions to change, such as openness to change (Miller, Johnson, & Grau, 1994; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) , readiness for change (Armenakis, Harris, & Mossholder, 1993) , and coping with change (Judge et al., 1999) . As more attention is given to various employee reactions, it will be important to consider how they are similar, different, or related to one another. Failure to do so could lead to redundancy and unnecessary duplication of effort. Our objective in this research was to ground the study of commitment to change in the broader workplace commitment literature. Commitment is a well-established construct in the literature, and we believe that it is distinguishable from these other variables. Nevertheless, we expect that there are meaningful relations that could be explored in future research.
As a working hypothesis, we suggest that openness to change (i.e., a willingness to support change as well as positive affect about a change; Miller et al., 1994; Wanberg & Banas, 2000) and readiness for change (i.e., perceptions that change is needed and that the organization has the ability to change; Armenakis et al., 1993) will be positively related to affective commitment to change. Indeed, efforts to increase openness and readiness by communicating the need for change and providing necessary resources and training, are likely to contribute as well to the development of affective commitment. They might also contribute to normative commitment, although we believe that a feeling of obligation to support a change can exist even when employees are not necessarily open to, or ready for, the change. We do not expect openness or readiness for change to be related to continuance commitment. The relation between commitment and coping may be more complex. Change can be stressful for employees, and there are various strategies they may use in an attempt to cope (Ashford, 1988; Bowman & Stern, 1995; Jex & Beehr, 1991) . There is some evidence that high levels of organizational commitment can help to buffer the effect of change-related stress on employee health and well-being (e.g., Begley & Czajka, 1993) . It is possible that affective commitment to change has a similar effect. Continuance commitment, however, may be a source of stress itself and may exacerbate rather than buffer the negative effects of change (Irving & Coleman, 2000) . Given the potential cost of change-related stress to both employees and employers, this may be an important issue to address in future research.
Implications for Commitment Theory and Research
This research represents the first attempt to apply Meyer and Herscovitch's (2001) general model of workplace commitment. As such, it also represents one of the few attempts to extend Allen's (1991, 1997 ) three-component model of commitment to foci other than the organization or occupation. Overall, the findings suggest that the model is indeed generalizable, and that research to evaluate its application to other foci (e.g., workgroup, management, union, policy, goals) is warranted. Some of the findings are particularly noteworthy because they address unresolved issues pertaining to the three-component model.
First, in spite of its significant positive correlation with affective commitment, we found that normative commitment to change contributed uniquely to the prediction of change-relevant behavior. This finding stands in contrast to the organizational commitment literature where the value of normative commitment has been questioned because of its failure to make a unique contribution to the prediction of turnover (e.g., Jaros, 1997; Ko, Price, & Mueller, 1997 ; but see Lee, Allen, Meyer, & Rhee, 2001 , for contradictory findings). Although it is impossible to say with certainty at this point, it is possible that feelings of obligation to cooperate with a change initiative are stronger, or more salient, than feelings of obligation to continue employment. Indeed, feelings of obligation to implement a change initiative effectively may be quite salient to employees, given that its success could have important implications for their supervisors, co-workers, or clients. If our speculation is correct, the benefits of distinguishing normative commitment from other components of commitment in future research may be realized to a greater extent when behavior is seen to have direct implications for the well-being of others.
Second, the fact that affective and continuance commitment were found to interact to predict support for change demonstrates the importance of looking beyond simple "main effects" in the investigation of the consequences of commitment. The fact that normative commitment did not interact with affective and/or continuance commitment in this research might be due to the fact that it correlated positively with both variables. Specifically, when affective commitment or continuance commitment were low, normative commitment also tended to be lower, thereby reducing its attenuating effect. In samples where the correlations between normative commitment and the other components are weaker, however, interactions with normative commitment should still be expected.
Third, this research is the first to examine behavioral differences for employees with different commitment profiles. Specifically, we found support for our hypothesis that any one form of commitment alone is sufficient to achieve the focal behavior, and that affective and normative commitment are associated with higher levels of support behavior. We also found some evidence consistent with the prediction that continuance commitment can temper the positive effects of affective commitment. This suggests that a perceived cost of failing to do something might actually be demotivating when affective commitment is high. Perhaps when employees want to support a change, believing that there are costs associated with failure to do so leads to a reduction in intrinsic motivation (Deci & Ryan, 1985) , psychological reactance (Brehm, 1966) , or both. Although Meyer and Allen (1991) alluded to this "negative face" of continuance commitment, this is one of the clearest illustrations to date. It is something that investigators should look for more carefully in future research.
Limitations and Future Research
The findings of this research provide considerable support for the application of the three-component model of commitment to the domain of organizational change. There are several features of the research, however, that limit generalizability, including the use of (a) self-report measures of behavior, (b) a cross-sectional design, (c) a single occupational group, and (d) an individual level of analysis. All of these were conscious decisions and were considered appropriate for a first attempt at extending the commitment model to this new domain. In light of the supporting evidence, attempts to replicate the findings by using different samples and alternative design strategies seem warranted.
Although any sample we might realistically have chosen for this research would have imposed limitations on generalizability, there are characteristics of the present sample that warrant discussion. The nursing profession is female-dominated, and the nature of the work that nurses do is different in many respects from that of employees in other parts of the workforce. Indeed, the strongerthan-expected correlations between normative commitment and behavioral support for change may be a reflection of this. We selected the samples for Studies 2 and 3 at random from the membership of a large nursing association with the objective of achieving at least a representative sample of hospital nurses, a reasonably large and important subpopulation of the North American workforce. The relatively low response rate, however, suggests the possibility of self-selection bias. It is particularly noteworthy that the average age of respondents in both studies was 54 years, and the average tenure was 21 years and 24 years, respectively. One possible explanation for this is that younger nurses with less experience may have found it difficult to respond to questions pertaining to change because they would have had little basis for comparison-for them, the conditions that exist in hospitals reflect the status quo. We are reasonably confident, therefore, that our findings generalize at least to the population of nurses who have experienced major change within the health care system. Generalization beyond this population will require replication.
Our measures of behavioral support also warrant some discussion. To test our hypotheses, we had to develop relevant outcome measures. Although we generally found support for our predictions using these measures, future research is needed to refine them. We chose to measure behavioral support with self-report ratings because we felt that some aspects of behavior might not be easily observed or reported by individuals other than the employees themselves. Moreover, given that responses were made anonymously, we expected that participants might be more likely to provide honest assessments of their own behavior. Nevertheless, there are problems associated with the use of self-report data (e.g., self-serving bias, common method variance) and, therefore, we recommend that future research in this area be conducted with multisource data.
In addition to replication of our basic findings, there are a number of other issues that may be addressed in future research. First, it may be interesting to examine how the different commitment components relate to one another, and to change-related behavior, over time. Organizations interested in getting employees "on board" quickly may resort to strategies designed to build continuance commitment in the hope that, with time and experience, affective commitment will develop. Although there is little evidence for this kind of shift in the nature of organizational commitment (Meyer, Allen, & Gellatly, 1990) , it is an issue worth examining in the context of change. Second, we made the assumption in this research that cooperation and championing behaviors are more likely to lead to successful change implementation than is mere compliance. Although this seems reasonable, it is an empirical question that should be addressed in the future. Finally, it would be of benefit to determine how the components of commitment to change relate to employee-relevant outcomes such as quality of work life, health, and well-being.
